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Major E. E. Austen on the Juan Fernandez, collected by the Swedish South Pacific Expedition. Tile al~tennm are represented in fig. 1 , from which it will be seen that in the second there are two additional joints in the peduncle, these being subequal in length and a little longer than the normal fifth joint. Both the right and left second antennae have these two additional joints, the two antennm being quite symmetrical. Through the semitransparent integument of the last two joints of the peduncl% the muscles and other soft parts can be indistinctly seen to be much contracted, and throughout the whole of the last joint and the distal portion of the preceding joint they appear to be segmented; apparently this appearance is produced by the soft parts of the flagellum and terminal peduncular joints being retrtteted preparatory to the next moult~ but there is nothing to indicate with cc~'tainty whether the antenna after the moult will have the abnormal number of joints or whether it will revert to the normal form.
The second ex~mpJe occurs in a si)ecimen of the small amphil)od 11yale brevifes, Chew'eux, from Chilka Lake, Indi% and is also in the second antenm~. In the upper distal end of the fourth--that is, the penultimate--joil~t of the peduncle there plojects upwards a small appendage nearly as long as the joint from which it arises. This appears to be separated from the joint by a distinct articulation ; it broadens near the base, but narrows again towards the rounded apex~ which bears about six setules, as shown iu fig. 2 a. It bears some slight resemblance to a single-jointed secondary flagellum, but it arises on the second or lower antenna and from the penultimate joi,~t of the peduncle, wiJile the normal secondary appendage always arises fiom the last peduncular joint of the upper antenna. It is possible, of course, that this abnormal appendage has been the result of some fi,jury. In this case the abnormality occurred on the one antenna of the pair only. Lefroy remarks that observations made by him "show that while the fly preys on a large variety of Dipter~, it specially attacks Calliphora and Musca." He states further that S. stercoraria is "a constant and general feeder on the common species of Blow-fly in England throughout the season," and he considers it to be "the most important direct enemy of the adult fly, a check which appears to be very effective in this country." Prof. Lefroy proceeds to explain that the author of the paper " investigated the best means of transporting this species to countries where Blow-fly is a serious pest to sheep, in the hope that it might be possible to utilize it as a check on Blow-fly." "'This has not been possible as yet," writes Prof. Lefroy, ~' but the species seems to have much value in this commctiou, and ..... it is to be hoped it will eventually be made use of."
VI.dThe Prey of the

Prey of ttze Yello~v
Anyone who knows anything of the importance and prevalence of the Sheep Blow-fly pest in Australia is well aw~a'e of the urgent necessity of discovering an effective remedy. If S. stercoraria, a hardy and fairly prolific predaceous Dipteron, does indeed feed by preference upon Blow:flies, and if it can be relied upon, without any kimt of adventitious aid and under natural conditions, always to attack and destroy Calliphora erylhrocephala (the Common Blow-fly) at sight, Prof. Lefroy by suggesting its introduction has not only gone a long way towards solving the problem at issue, but has established a just claim to the gratitude of every sheep farmer in the Commonwealth. While it is obvious that, before any predaceous insect can be regarded as even a "possible" check upon an insect pest, it must be shown that the normal relations between the two arc not unlike those between the domestic cat and the common mouse, it wotdd seem to be a legitimate deduction from the remarks or' Prof. Lefroy quoted above that, in England, the Yellow Dung-fly behaves towards the Common Blow-fly in the manner just indicated.
Let us, however~ briefly examine the available evidence as to the feeding-habits of S. stercoraria, and i, particular let us see how far the experience of other observers is in agreement with that of Prof. Lefroy, whose statements have already been reproduced. Prof. Lefroy's original observations on the subject, at any rate, seem to have been made under artificial rather than under natural conditions, since he writes :--"The Yellow Dung-fly first showed itself ia our work at the Zoological Society in 1915 in connection with methods of trapping flics: it came in numbers, persistently eating the adult Blow-flies, and seriously interfered one of these ten cases, whether the captor was S. stercoraria or one of its congeners, was the victim a Calliphora ; and it may be added that in almost every instance the insect preyed upon belonged to a species markedly smaller and less robust than the Dung-fly. Doubtless the latter, when in need of a meal, will seize any fly that it is able to overpower, and it is true that Blow-flies much under the normal size are not uncommon. Neverthless~ the average Blow-fly or Bluebottle, whose well-known buzz is familiar to everyone as the insect cannons up and down the window-pane, so greatly exceeds the average S. stercoraria in bulk that its very size, apart from the jerky, impulsive movements characteristie of the species, must serve as a safeguard. Without in any way pretending to have devoted special attention to the habits of the Yellow Dung-fly, the writer can at least claim to have observed the species for upwards of thirty years, and to have first made its acquaintance long before he became aware of its scientific appellation. In the course of this lengthy acquaintanceship, maintained and periodically renewed in several English counties, chiefly in the Midlands and South Midlands, Dipterous victims have frequently been seen in the clutches of S. stercoraria, while the female has often been found enjoying a meal of this kind when the sexes were in coitd. ]n the majority of cases noticed the victim was a small Anthomyid or Bibionid fly, and in no single instance was it a Calliphora erythrocephala, Mg., or C. vomitoria, L. Now a fly such as Dilophus febrilis or a small Bibio does not occupy much space, especially when sucked partially dry, and such an insect in the grasp of a well-developed S. stereo~,aria might easily escape observation; *Loc. cir. p. 391.
0,~ the Preq of the Yellow D,o~g-Fly.
but a normal-slzed Calliphora erythrocephala, after being pounced upon by a Yellow Dung-fly, could hardly pass unnoticed, since such a victim would be much broader and bulkier than its captor. If, therefore, as Prof. Lefroy maintains, S. slereoraria is really "a constant and general feeder on the common species of Blow-fly in England throughout the season," the present writer feels his previous ignorance of the fact to be well-nigh inexplicable ; otherwise he earl only regard his failure to notice even one solitary ease in point as due either to singular ill-fortune, or to an invariable purblindness or lack of observation far more reprehensible than anything read of in our youth in the edifying tale of " On the " Cirrlpede" Plumulites.
123 that they would be useless for the purpose suggested by Prof. Lefroy. Mr. Harem entirely agrees with this conclusion."
The opinion of Mr. 3. E. Collin, F.E.S., a well-known student of and authority upon British Diptera, is precisely the same as that of Prof. 1)oulton; like the present writer, Mr. Collin has never met with even a solitary case of Scatopha#a preying upon Calliphora.
Finally, Lt.-Col. J. W. Yerbury, whose experience as a collector of our native Diptera is absolutely unique, and who speaks with authority derived from thirty years' observation of predaceous flies in the field, while admitting that such a thing may occasionally happen, has never observed an instance of the Blow-fly being attacked by any species of Scatophaga, and therefore considers Prof. Lefroy's assertion to be at variance with facts.
It would appear, thezJ, that if it be possible to discover a natural means of control for the Sheep Blow-fly pest ia Australia, we must look elsewhere than to the Yellow Dung-fly to find it. In any case, quite apart from the negative evidence adduced above, which seems to the writer to be reasonably conclusive, it is difficult to understand ~h~t advantage could possibly accrue from the introduction into Australia of a British insect, which, thollgh abunda~t iIl these islands, is scarcely more so than its supposed victim. 
